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Sue Shger, Associate General Manager 
Envlronmental Restorahon Management 
EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc 

Please find attached DOE/RFO comments on the August 1993 Final Project-Specific 
Health and Safety Plan for Soil Vapor Extrachon Subsurface Interim 
Measureshtenm Remedial Action East Trenches Area of Operable Unit No 2 

We request that EG&G review the attached comments and modlfy the Health and 
Safety Plan to insure that those activihes descnbed in the Plan are conducted safely m 
accordance with OSHA and DOE Orders We also request that EG&G provide 
DOE/RFO with a revised Health and Safety Plan and wntten responses to the 
comments hsted as “comments” by February 6,1994 

We apologize for the tarlness of the attached comments and we iecognize that the 
additional work resulhng from these requests may not have been included 111 the 
current budget However, 111 the interest of conductmg our work in a safe manner, 
we beheve that the Health and Safety Plan needs to be modified to reflect the attached 
comments 

“We believe this request falls within current work package scope If you find 
otherwise, please nohfy me and indicate the appropnate Change Control Board 
achon ” 

Queshons or concerns should be directed to Vern Witlien11 of my staff at extension 
6585 

Attachm 1 

McBnde 

Envlronmental Restoration 
Acmg Assistant Manager 
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cc w/Attachments 
S Olmger, SH, RFO 
G Noss, ESH, RFO 
W Busby, EG&G 
B Peterman, EG&G 

cc w/o Attachments 
R Schassburger, AMER, RFO 
L Gunderson, ER, Aguirre 
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January 6,1993 

To M a m M c B n d e  
AMER/RFp 

From Loren Gunderson CM 
E m  

Re Review of Final Project-Specific Health and Safety Plan for Sod Vapor Extracbon 
Subsurface Intenm Measurefitenm Remedial Acbon 
East Trenches Area, Operable Unit No 2 August, 1993 

COMMENTS 

#1 

The statement that the previous H&S Plan “ must be reviewed by all site personnel 111 

conjuncbon with this PSHSP ” places the responsibility (inadvertently, perhaps) for 
the “review” on the employees because no mechanism is established that ensures they 
receive, and understand the document Also, the scope of personnel covered by this Plan 
is vague in that it is not evident whether a subcontractor and employees are encompassed 
or not If they are, a compliance requirement may make this more explicit 

The third-person wording of the Understandlng and Compliance Statement does not 
guarantee the person signing it understands and will abide by the Plan, only that someone 
(who is not named and does not sign) has evaluated them as understandmg the Plan and 
agreeing to abide The signature of the person signing the statement should make thls 
evaluabon on h d h e r  own behalf i e , through a first-person statement. 

Although it is technically acceptable to reference any previous Plan/Program/SOP for 
pomons of h s  Plan to avoid unnecessary repehbon, I believe a more straght-forward 
approach to idenhfying the organizabonal structure (to make exphcit responsibhtres and 
cham of command) would be more in keepmg with the intent of 29 CFR 1910 120 (b) 
(2) Given the lengthy and (apparently) redundant mclusion of Appendices B2 
(Respiratory Protecbon SOPS) and B4 (Medical Surveillance) there is no ment in 
excusing the absence of this text by reason of brevity 

Because the previous H&S Plan is referenced, it also should be required to be m every 
locaaon the Appendix B H&S Plan is located 

Issues about responsibilitres of subcontractors (and EG&G responsibhtres to 
subcontractors) are not well addressed or referenced m this Plan, excephng the last 
sentence of Secbon B 1 

P Bl-1, Par3, Sen 1 
P B 14-1 

#2 P B2-1  

#3 P. B 4-3 
Task 3 included “. collecbon, storage and transportabon of potenhally contammated 
groundwater ” The Sechon B-13 (Contmgency Plans) does not address response 
acbons to spllls of potenhally contaminated water as required in 29 CFX 1920.120 (b) (4) 
(J) 
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#4 
The btle of the table is inadvertently misleading, i e., “Local A x  Monitonng Tngger 
Levels for 239~lutonium in S O ~ W  may suggest that the exposure relates to an 
“environmental" type of monitonng in the local area of the work As the footnote makes 
clear, the measurement is to be taken in the breathing zone. The dishncbon should be 
made in the btle because an environmental sample may under report the b r e a h g  zone 
exposure by several orders of magnitude 

P B 5-8, Table B 5-2 

#5 P B5-4, Par 1 
“Four inches of clearance for every 10 KV ” is not correct and is insufficient guidance 
for exposure to a hazard with high probability of senous injury/death 29 CFR 1926 952 
(c) (2) and 1926 950 Table V-1 seem to apply and are significantly different than this 
rule, 29 CFR 1926 550 (a) (15) which applies to cranes resembles the proffered rule but 
the regulabon also specifies “ never less than 10 feet” High wind condihons can 
swmg the “slack” in a uhlity line into contact with a mast, or swing a ng line into the 
power line I would prefer as a first option that procedures for de-energiung the power 
line be evaluated 

Dnll ng operahon is recognized by workman’s compensabon carners as an occupahon 
with injunes and compensabon costs much higher than most other work categones I 
would encourage an appendlx section (or at least a reference to) appropnate SOP(s) that 
identifies and controls the commonly recognized hazards of this task 

#6 
The Plan does not menbon what the concentrabons of these contammants are, (with the 

P B 5-4, Sechon 5 2 

excepbon of Beryllium,) as should be done to ensure compliance with 29 CFR 1910 120 
(c) (7) 

#7 P B 5-4,Par 2 
“Berylhum is the most chemically toxic metal that is not a radzo-zsotope at OU 2 ” may 
be (for what it is worth) more correct than the ongrnal sentence The followrng sentence 
that equates 15 ugkg  (sediment) with 0 2 pg/m3 (ax) doesn’t correspond with any 
standard computation or method of evaluabon that I know of The following sentence 
muddles a logical argument with poor grammabcal construcbon, but this is beside the 
point since a math error gverstates the Berylhum exposure in a 15 mg/m3 dust cloud by 
1000 bmes (1 e ,  if the 15 ugkg  figure 1s correct and someone please check on that). And 
finally, why use as an exposure limit the OSHA TWA when the NIOSH not-to-exceed 
recommendabon is 0 0005 mg/rn3’7 

#8 
Thls table should include exposure lunit mformabon regarding c e h g s ,  STELs, NOSH 
RELs and other “pubhshed exposure levels” as per 29 CFR 1910 120 (c) (7) (a) 

P B5-5, Table B 5-1 

#9 
W e  paragraph 3 acknowledges that exposure to radiabon can cause senous health 
effects, these health effects are not identdled and should be, as per 29 CFR 1910 120 (c) 
(7) 

P B 5-6, Sechon 5 3 
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#10 

The Achon Lunits for dust does not offer protechon a g m s t  anborne radionuchdes from 
dusts generated dunng ddlmg achvihes The radioisotope content of the sewage sludge 
disposed in the East Trenches reportedly ranged from 382 pCdg to 3,590 pCdg (Pi la  

cntena at these levels of exposure ranges from 0 5 mg/m3 to 0 04 mg/m3, levels that 
suggest that the 0 4 mdm3 “achon Imit” will protect workers only when the 
disintegrahon achvity is on the lowest range of the detected levels 

P B 6-2, Table B 6-1 
P. B 5-8; Table B 5-2 

Test p lan. SVE. OU 2, Sechon 2 1 2) Usmg Table B 5-2 of the PHHSP, the DAC/10 

#11 P.Bg-1,Par 1 
The example of an exclusion zone being a ‘“&foot radius around a rotating auger” 
is far from typical All non-essenhal personnel should be kept at least one mast-length 
away from the dnll hole and since sample preparahon achvihes are performed m the 
exclusion zone, a work stahon for that purpose is typically located at least this distance 
removed, therefore, such an exclusion zone typically has a 30-foot radius The condihon 
of the auger being in rotahon should not have any beanng on the size or establishment of 
the exclusion zone 

#12 P B 9-1, Par 5 
Please specify the engineenng controls you may employ I would suggest mistmg the 
areas that may potenhally generate dust Although the Plan states that ‘The possibihty of 
sigmficant dust generahon dunng SVE is considered to be low ” I am concerned that 
vehicular traffic into this area (dnll ng, support vehicles, water truck) could generate 
arborne dusts dunng the dner months 

#13 B9-2,Par 5 
Thls is inadvertently restnctwe of who may enter the EZ, i e , only authonzed personnel 
named in the PHSHSP Please consider a procedure that may permit personnel unnamed 
in thls document but otherwise qualified who may need to enter the EZ 

#14 B9-2,Par 6 
Can it be determined with avadable information and the workplan where Radiological 
Work Permits are required or not required? What addihonal informabon wdl it take to 
determine this 7 Who is responsible for ensunng this informahon and evaluahon is 
performed? 

#15 P.B 11-1 
Tramng requxements should also include Hazard Communicahon, site bnefmg and the 
dady safety bnefing 

#16 P B 12-1 
Medical Momtonng secbon should also requlre that all personnel requxed to wear 
resplratory protecQon shall be examined and approved by a Physician as capable of 
execuhng job duhes whde weanng the protechon wthout u n p m e n t  to health 

#17 P B 13-1, bulleted items 



This may be a small matter of semantlcs, but I would prefer that instead of saying “If a 
chemical gets in the eyes ” that the words “chemically contaminated sod, dust or water” 
be substltuted The actual chemicals of concern are not discernable m themselves and the 
route exposure is generally as a contaminant of one of these media 

#18 Appendix B-1 
Ths appendix does not show up in the table of contents Is there not a medical facdity in 
Bldg 122 that is closer than Avista Hospital? A map of the route is preferable to a verbal 
descnptlon 

#19 Pages HS-201 through HS-201-12 are missing 


